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and that wages had fallen since 1882 from ten to forty per
cent, especially in the leading lines of manufacturing which
are protected. What did these calamities all prove then?
If we had had any revision of the tariff, should we not have
had these things alleged again and again as results of it?
Did they not, then, in the actual case, prove the folly of
protection? Oh, no! that would be attacking the sacred
dogma, and the sacred dogma is a matter of faith, so that,
as it never had any foundation in fact or evidence, it has
just as much after the experiment has failed as before the
experiment was made.
27. If, now, it were possible to devise a scheme of legisla-
tion which should, according to protectionist ideas, be just
the right jacket of taxation to fit this country to-day, how
long would it fit? Not a week. Here are certain millions
of people on three and a half million square miles of land.
Every day new lines of communication are opened, new
discoveries made, new inventions produced, new processes
applied, and the consequence is that the industrial system
is in constant flux and change. How, if a correct system
of protective taxes was a practicable thing at any given
moment, could Congress keep up with the changes and
readaptations which would be required? The notion is
preposterous, and it is a monstrous thing, even on the pro-
tectionist hypothesis, that we are living under a protective
system which was set up in 1864. The weekly tariff deci-
sions by the treasury department may be regarded as the
constant attempts that are required to fit that old system
to present circumstances, and, as it is not possible that new
fabrics, new compounds, and new processes should find a
place in schedules which were made twenty years before
they were invented, those decisions carry with them the
fate of scores of new industries which figure in no census,
and are taken into account by no congressman. Therefore,
even if we believed that the protective doctrine was sound